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Abstract 
This study explored the impact of defendant age, race and stereotypic crime on verdicts 
and recommended sentencing of juveniles tried as adults. Previous research shows that jurors 
enter trial with negative preconceptions and biases of juveniles because they are being tried 
within an adult venue. These negative preconceptions have led jurors to recommend harsher 
sentencing for juveniles rather than adults with the same defendant characteristics and criminal 
history.  Crime type and crime severity have also been shown to impact perceptions of juvenile 
defendants in adult court. However, research has not yet explored the potential impact that 
stereotypic crime—a crime that is associated with particular groups of people (e.g., African 
Americans and theft)—has on juveniles tried within an adult venue. The current study expanded 
on past literature that has shown that race and age of the juvenile impacts sentencing by 
examining how race, age and crime stereotypicality influence verdict and sentencing decisions. 
One thousand eleven participants read case vignettes that differed on race, defendant age, and 
crime stereotypicality and then rendered a verdict, recommended sentencing, and rated 
perceptions of the defendant. We found that participants exposed to White defendants rendered 
more guilty verdicts than those exposed to Black defendants. Additionally, we found that adult 
defendants were more likely to be found not guilty than juvenile defendants.  Furthermore, 
although defendants were more likely to be found guilty when crime was congruent with race, 
sentencing recommendations were only impacted by the crime itself rather than by the 
interaction between crime and race. Results from this study contribute to the ongoing discussion 
in the field examining the complex interactions of defendant race with other extralegal factors.   
 
Keywords: juveniles tried as adults, race, age, stereotypic crime, juror decision making
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Chapter 1: INTRODUCTION 
News media coverage most often focuses on sensationalistic and extreme cases when 
presenting instances in which youth are tried as adults (Arya, 2011). Because of this, it is 
possible that the public views violent crime among juveniles as being frequent and severe, 
despite it being on the decline for years. In 2016, the number of youths under the age of 18 that 
were arrested was 68% less than the 1996 peak of 2.7 million; arrest rates for adults only fell 
20% during the same period (Hockenberry & Puzzanchera, 2018). In 2018, 508,863 youths 
under the age of 18 were arrested (U.S Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
2018). Likely at least partially due to a skewed media portrayal of adolescent crime, mock jurors 
hold biases towards a juvenile tried as an adult (Tang & Nunez, 2003; Tang et al., 2009). 
Furthermore, juror verdict and length of recommended sentencing tend to vary by defendant age 
and crime type (Walker & Woody, 2011). Research has yet to explore how defendant race and 
stereotypic crime may interact with juvenile status and impact juror perceptions and subsequent 
verdicts within the criminal justice system.  
1.1 History of Transfer Laws and Juveniles Tried as Adults  
 Within the United States in the 1980s and 1990s, an upward trend in violent crime rates 
shifted focus within the juvenile justice system from rehabilitation and treatment to a “tough on 
crime” approach (Arya, 2011; Mallett & Tedor, 2018). The American public demanded a more 
punitive approach to crime to combat rising numbers and further deter youth and others from 
engaging in criminality (Mallett & Tedor, 2018). As part of this shift to “tough on crime,” states 
began trying juveniles as adults at much higher rates (Mallett & Tedor, 2018). 
JUVENILES TRIED AS ADULTS  2 
Most states have a variety of ways for moving juveniles into the adult system. The most 
common transfer mechanism is judicial waiver, which involves a judge having the authority to 
send a juvenile to criminal court by “waiving” juvenile court jurisdiction over the youth 
(Sickmund & Puzzanchera, 2014). The number of cases judicially waived to adult court has 
declined over recent decades, a decrease of 46% between 2005 and 2016 (Hockenberry & 
Puzzanchera, 2018). This, however, may be due in part to the large increase in states passing 
statutory or legislative exclusion laws and allowing prosecutorial waivers (Hockenberry & 
Puzzanchera, 2018). Statutory or legislative exclusion laws remove certain youth from juvenile 
court by requiring that certain crimes (e.g., homicide) can only be processed in criminal court 
(Arya, 2011).  Furthermore, prosecutorial waivers grant prosecutors the authority to file certain 
cases against juveniles in adult court rather than juvenile court (Sickmund & Puzzanchera, 
2014). Due to few stipulations regarding the standards and protocols surrounding the 
prosecutor’s decision to waive a juvenile to adult court, it is possible that prosecutorial waivers, 
similarly to statutory exclusion laws, transfer cases to adult court that would not have been 
transferred through judicial waiver. These transfers ignore the nuances of individual cases and 
circumstances (Griffin et al., 2011).   
In some instances, regardless of the crime, states automatically try juveniles in adult court 
(Sickmund & Puzzanchera, 2014). They refer to this process as “once an adult, always an adult” 
because once a juvenile goes through criminal court for a first offense, the justice system handles 
all subsequent offenses in criminal court (Sickmund & Puzzanchera, 2014). Furthermore, 
blended sentencing laws allow juvenile courts the ability to impose adult sentences and adult 
courts the discretion to impose juvenile sanctions when sentencing (Arya, 2011). As of 2016, 46 
states had judicial waivers in place, 14 states allowed prosecutorial waivers, 28 states had 
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statutory exclusion laws, and 35 states had “once an adult, always an adult” provisions in place 
(National Center for Juvenile Justice [NCJJ], 2016).  
Given sensationalistic media depiction and skewed public perception of juvenile crime, it 
is possible that jurors may evaluate juveniles transferred to adult court more harshly due to 
negative preconceptions and biases of justice-involved youth. When considering the experiences 
of justice-involved youth who are facing adult consequences, it is important to understand the 
impact of extralegal factors on the outcomes of their cases. Factors such as juvenile race and 
stereotypicality of the crime may influence juror perceptions.   
1.2 Impact of Extralegal Factors on Perceptions of Justice-Involved Youth 
Research suggests that perceptions of justice-involved youth differ by youth race 
(Bridges & Steen, 1998; Rattan et al., 2012). Black juvenile offenders are perceived as being 
more violent, dangerous, and culpable for their crimes than White juvenile offenders with similar 
characteristics (Bridges & Steen, 1998; Rattan et al., 2012). Additionally, probation officers 
perceive crime committed by White youth as attributable to the youth’s negative environment 
(e.g., family dysfunction, negative peer influences), but attribute crime committed by Black 
youth to the youth’s negative personality and attitudinal traits (Bridges & Steen, 1998).  
In addition to the direct effect that juvenile race has on perceptions of actors in the legal 
system, jurors, judges, and others may have automatic associations related to particular crimes 
that impact how they view justice-involved youth. Stereotypic crime can be defined as the 
association between a crime and certain groups of people (Jones & Kaplan, 2003; Skorinko & 
Spellman, 2013). For example, crimes such as vandalism, trespassing, public intoxication, and 
shoplifting are more highly associated with youth rather than elderly (Skorinko & Spellman, 
2013). Familial, drug, and monetary-related crimes are more highly associated with European 
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Americans while drug, theft, property, and violent crimes are more highly associated with 
African Americans (Skorinko & Spellman, 2013).  
Although research has not yet explored the impact of stereotypic crime type on 
perceptions of justice-involved youth, research with adults suggests that race and crime type 
interact (Jones & Kaplan, 2003; Mazzella & Feingold, 1994; Skorinko & Spellman, 2013). 
Defendants are viewed more negatively if the crime they committed aligns with existing 
stereotypes. For example, in one study, Black defendants received harsher punishment 
compared to White defendants when the crime committed was negligent homicide whereas 
White defendants received harsher punishment compared to Black defendants when the 
crime committed was embezzlement or fraud; the authors interpret this finding as being 
related to crime/race stereotypicality (Mazzella & Feingold, 1994).  
In another study, mock jurors rendered more guilty verdicts when the stereotypical 
violent crime aligned with the race of the defendant (e.g., hate crime and white defendant) 
but did not differ in guilty verdicts rendered when it came to stereotypical but nonviolent 
crime (e.g., embezzlement and white defendant), although there was some variation in 
recommended sentencing (Skorinko & Spellman, 2013). This suggests that jurors may be 
more likely to rely on crime stereotypes when the crime is more violent or severe. Similarly, 
Smalarz et al. (2018) found that crime stereotypes, when accompanied with a confession, 
increased jurors’ perceptions of guilt, regardless of the way in which the confession was 
obtained (i.e., low pressure interrogation vs. high pressure interrogation). When the 
defendant was charged with a crime non-congruent to the stereotype, the presence of a 
confession did not increase juror’s perceptions of guilt.  This finding further supports that 
jurors may rely on stereotypes when making legal decisions. 
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 It is important to note that a more recent meta-analysis found a small, yet significant, 
effect of race on juror decision making (Mitchell et al., 2005). Although Black defendants 
are treated and sentenced more harshly compared to White defendants (Mitchell, 2005), the 
observed difference is small (Mitchell, 2005; Mitchell et al., 2005). Variables such as 
participant race (i.e., Black or White), measure of guilt (i.e., continuous vs discontinuous) 
and the presence of juror instructions prior to verdict decision significantly moderated the 
relationship between defendant race and juror decision making (Mitchell et al., 2005). 
Racial bias was found to impact decisions, such that Black participants showed larger effects 
and were more discriminatory towards out-of-group members (i.e., White defendants) 
compared to White participants. Given that research has reported mixed results regarding 
whether there is an overall effect of race on juror perceptions and verdict (Mitchell et al., 
2005), it is possible that juror judgments are moderated by crime type—and that this 
accounts for some of the impact of race on case outcomes (Jones & Kaplan, 2003; Mazzella 
& Feingold, 1994).  
Given that juveniles transferred to adult court are more likely to be transferred when the 
offense is severe, it is possible that there are certain crimes that are more closely associated with 
Black juveniles or White juveniles that may influence juror perceptions and impact subsequent 
verdict.  In light of the large body of research on the many factors that may lead to harsh 
perceptions or outcomes for justice-involved youth, some research has begun to examine the 
impact of these factors specifically on youth tried as adults. 
1.3 Juror Perceptions of Youth Tried as Adults 
When provided with minimal information about a juvenile defendant tried in an adult 
venue, mock jurors make inferences (e.g., criminal history) that lead them to inflict harsher 
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sentences (Levine et al., 2001; Tang et al., 2009). Mock jurors tend to perceive a juvenile 
defendant being tried in criminal court as more dangerous and likely to have committed a more 
severe offense than an adult defendant despite both defendants being described similarly (Levine 
et al., 2001). Additionally, juvenile offenders transferred to adult criminal court receive harsher 
sentences than young adult offenders despite having committed similar crimes (Kurlychek & 
Johnson, 2004; Kurlychek & Johnson, 2010). This could be due in part to the public viewing 
juvenile defendants as “super-predators” who are evil and ruthless offenders unconcerned with 
the consequences of their actions (Gluck 1997; Haegerich 2002). Because of this, jurors may 
treat them more punitively. 
Some research supports that mock jurors perceive young defendants of different ages 
differently, although mock jurors do not necessarily differentiate between what is legally defined 
as an adult and minor (Semple & Woody, 2011; Tang & Nunez, 2003). Mock jurors perceived 
younger and older adolescent defendants differently, even when the defendants were presented 
with the same description. Mock jurors convicted older adolescent defendants (i.e., 16- and 17-
year-olds) more harshly than younger adolescent defendants (i.e., 13- and 15-year-olds) and 
more similarly to adult defendants (Semple & Woody, 2011; Tang & Nunez, 2003). Other 
research reveals no impact of age on participant biases; instead, longer sentences were 
recommended for defendants who were perceived as more mature (Walker & Woody, 2011). Not 
only were older adolescent defendants perceived as more mature, but defendants who had 
committed a crime against a person, regardless of age, were viewed more punitively by mock 
jurors (Walker & Woody, 2011). 
Sentencing outcomes of juveniles convicted within the criminal justice system can also 
be influenced by juvenile defendant race (Jordan & Freiburger, 2010; Kupchik, 2006; Kurlychek 
JUVENILES TRIED AS ADULTS  7 
& Johnson, 2004). When tried as adults, Black juvenile offenders are more likely to receive 
harsher sentencing compared to White juvenile offenders (Jordan & Frieburger, 2010).  In 
addition to finding independent effects of race, several studies have also found an interaction 
between juvenile defendant race and age in influencing sentencing outcomes (Lehman, 2018; 
Steffensmeier et al., 2017; Steffensmeier et al., 1998).  One study revealed that sentencing varies 
by factors such as age, gender, and race (Lehman, 2018). Black male juvenile defendants were 
the most severely punished compared to other race, sex, and age subgroups (Lehman, 2018).  
Furthermore, Black male juveniles were given longer sentences than Black male young adults 
ages 18-29 (Lehman, 2018), who are traditionally identified as the defendant subpopulation 
treated and sentenced most harshly within the criminal justice system (Warren et al., 2012). 
Finally, race may interact with offense type in predicting harsh outcomes for youth tried as 
adults. Youth of color receive especially harsh sentences for violent sex and drug offenses 
(Lehman et al., 2017). This supports the notion that perceptions of dangerousness are associated 
with race and these attributions may apply to youth.   
1.4 Current Study 
In sum, juveniles tried as adults are treated more harshly and punitively than adult 
counterparts, because they are being tried within an adult venue. Furthermore, negative 
preconceptions and biases regarding race and age can also factor into decision outcomes. 
However, research is not yet available on the impact of stereotypicality of the crime with which 
the juvenile is being charged on verdict or sentencing. It is possible that there are certain crimes 
that jurors may expect Black juveniles to commit more than White juveniles, which may impact 
perceptions of the defendant and jurors’ subsequent verdict and complicate the relationships 
among race, juvenile status, and case outcomes. 
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The present study sought to explore the impact of defendant race, age, and crime 
stereotypicality on verdict and recommended sentencing of youth tried as adults. We 
hypothesized that there would be a main effect of race such that participants exposed to a Black 
defendant would render more guilty verdicts than those exposed to a White defendant. We also 
expected that there would be a main effect of age such that participants exposed to a juvenile 
defendant would render more guilty verdicts than those exposed to a young adult defendant. We 
hypothesized that there would be an interaction effect of race by age such that those exposed to a 
Black juvenile defendant would render more guilty verdicts and recommend harsher sentencing 
than those exposed to a Black young adult defendant, White juvenile defendant, or White young 
adult defendant. We expected that there would be no significant differences between a White 
juvenile defendant and White young adult defendant. Finally, we expected that significantly 
harsher sentencing would be recommended for a defendant charged with a crime congruent with 
defendant race than for a defendant charged with a crime noncongruent with defendant race. 
Therefore, it was hypothesized that participants would be more likely to give guilty verdicts and 
harsher sentencing recommendations to a Black juvenile defendant charged with a stereotypic 
Black crime than to other defendant/crime combinations. 
CHAPTER 2: METHOD 
2.1Participants 
 One thousand seven hundred sixty-one participants were recruited for this study through 
Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk). To be eligible to participate, the individual must have met 
the requirements of juror eligibility (i.e., at least 18 years old and a United States citizen) and be 
English-speaking. Participants were randomized to one of eight study conditions (described 
below). Manipulation check questions required participants to identify the race and age of the 
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defendant described in the vignette and with what crime the defendant was charged. Participants 
who failed to correctly answer manipulation check questions were taken to the end of the survey 
and did not receive compensation; their data was not used in analyses. Participants who 
successfully answered manipulation check questions, completed the survey, and submitted a 
Study ID on MTurk were compensated $ 0.75. 
Six hundred thirty-eight participants were excluded from data analysis due to failing 
manipulation check questions. There was no indication that defendant race, χ2 (1, N = 636) = 
1.37, p = .241, ϕ = .046, or crime type, χ2 (1, N = 636) = .002, p = .965, ϕ = -.002 were 
associated with failing manipulation check questions. There was indication, however, that 
defendant age was associated with failing manipulation check questions, χ2 (1, N = 636) = 38.55, 
p < .001, ϕ = -.245. Three participants were excluded from data analysis for not meeting survey 
criteria (i.e., they reported they did not hold U.S. citizenship) and 107 responses were identified 
by Qualtrics as spam.  
The final sample for analysis consisted of 1011 participants (53.5% female, 45.7% male, 
0.8% nonbinary/genderqueer/other). Participants ranged from 18 to 79 years (M = 40.11, SD = 
12.99). Participants were mostly European American/White (72.8%); 9.5% identified as African 
American/Black, 5.5% as Asian/Asian American/Pacific Islander, 5.1% as Hispanic/Latin 
American, 5.2% as Biracial/Multicultural, 1.2% as Native American/American Indian/ Indian 
Indigenous, 0.4% as Middle Eastern/Arab/Turkish/Iranian, and 0.3% as other. Five participants 
did not report age or gender. Ten participants did not report race/ethnicity.   
2.2 Materials 
 Demographic questionnaire. Participants self-reported information that included their 
current age, gender identity, race, and ethnicity. Additionally, they identified whether they were 
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a U.S. citizen, were registered to vote, and had a driver’s license or other form of state I.D., 
which were intended to serve as proxies for juror eligibility. 
 Case vignette. Participants were randomly assigned to one of eight conditions using the 
Qualtrics randomization tool. A short vignette described the case of an adult defendant (age 18) 
or a juvenile defendant (age 16) being tried as an adult. The defendant was either charged with 
second degree burglary (N.Y. PENAL LAW § 140.25) or third-degree arson (N.Y. PENAL LAW § 
150.10). A body of research indicates that people perceive burglary as a stereotypic Black crime 
(Gordon et al., 1988; Skorinko & Spellman, 2013) and perceive arson as a stereotypic White 
crime (Skorinko & Spellman, 2013). Similar to Walker & Woody (2011), both crime scenarios 
included matching descriptions of the evidence (e.g., eyewitness identification) and included jury 
instructions that defined relevant decision guidelines (i.e., the charges, presumption of 
innocence, burden of proof, and reasonable doubt).  Race was manipulated by presenting a 
photograph alongside the vignette (see Appendix A for full vignette text). The photograph 
depicted either a Black or White individual with a “neutral” facial expression. Two photographs 
of Black males (i.e., BM-201, BM-249) and two photographs of White males (i.e., WM-200, 
WM-209) were selected from the Chicago Face Database, a database of high resolution, 
standardized photographs of faces that vary by ethnicity and age (Ma et al., 2015). All four 
photographs were randomized and assigned to both the 16- and 18-year-old defendant. 
Photographs in the database have accompanying norming data that includes physical attributes 
(e.g., face width) and subjective perceptions (e.g., attractiveness) of the individual in the photo 
that were rated by independent judges (Ma et al., 2015). The four photographs utilized in the 
current study were selected because they had similar ratings on relevant variables such as 
perceived threat, anger, trustworthiness, and attractiveness (see Table 1 for subjective 
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photograph ratings).  Prior to conducting primary analyses, we examined whether participant 
responses significantly differed by photo seen (within race; i.e., comparing the two photographs 
for the White defendant and then comparing the two photographs for the Black defendant).  
Verdict questionnaire. The questionnaire required participants to render a verdict of 
guilty or innocent and rate their confidence in that decision (1 = not at all confident; 5 = 
completely confident). If the participant found the defendant guilty, the participant completed a 
sentencing recommendation form.  Although jurors do not usually make sentencing decisions, 
their suggested sentences can reveal their true perceptions of the defendant (Ghetti & Redlich, 
2001; Walker & Woody, 2011). Within the state of New York, from which we adapted jury 
instructions for this study, second-degree burglary and third-degree arson are both classified as 
Class C (i.e., level 3) felonies. General sentencing for Class C felonies carry a maximum 
indeterminate prison sentence of 15 years (N.Y. PENAL LAW § 70.00). Because of this, 
participants were asked to recommend sentencing from 1 to 15 years of incarceration for the 
defendant.  
Pretrial Juror Attitude Questionnaire (PJAQ; Lecci & Myers, 2008). This 29-item 
questionnaire required participants to indicate the extent to which they agreed with each item 
utilizing a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The 
29- items are divided into 6 subscales that measure system confidence, conviction process, 
cynicism toward the defense, racial bias, social justice, and innate criminality. Several items of 
the questionnaire (i.e., 1-12) were derived from the Juror Bias Scale (JBS; Kassin & 
Wrightsman, 1983). The scale has established significant incremental predictive validity with 
existing measures such as JBS (Kassin & Wrightsman, 1983) and the Revised Legal Attitudes 
Questionnaire (RLAQ-23; Kravitz et al., 1993) and accounted for approximately 4.4% of the 
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variance in overall verdict tendencies in past research. The scale has established convergent 
validity with the JBS Subscales, reasonable doubts sharing 64% of the variance with PJAQ 
Subscale of conviction proneness, and JBS Subscale of probability of commission sharing 36% 
of variance with PJAQ Subscale system of confidence and cynicism toward the defense.  
 Defendant-Similarity Scale (Haegerich & Bottoms, 2000). Utilizing a modified two item 
measure, similar to Farnum and Stevenson (2013), participants reported perceived similarity 
towards the defendant. The two items of this measure included: “I feel similar to Daniel, the 
defendant” and “I think I have a lot in common with Daniel, the defendant.” Participants rated 
their similarity to the defendant using a 7- point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).  This scale has a high internal reliability (α = .92). 
 Post-verdict questionnaire. The post-verdict questionnaire is adapted from questionnaires 
reported in Levine et al. (2001), Tang et al. (2009), and Walker and Woody (2011). Participants 
answered questions regarding their perceptions of the defendant. Using a 5-point Likert type 
scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 5 (very), participants reported perceived maturity of the 
defendant (Walker & Woody, 2011), severity of the crime (Tang et al., 2009; Walker & Woody, 
2011), likelihood the defendant has a criminal history (Levine et al., 2001), likelihood the 
defendant is a danger to society (Tang et al., 2009) and likelihood of rehabilitating the defendant 
(Walker & Woody, 2011).  
 Manipulation check questionnaire. The questionnaire required participants to identify the 
defendant’s race, age, and crime type in a multiple-choice format. If the participant indicated that 
the defendant they saw was 13 or 16, there was a follow-up question that asked the participant to 
identify whether the juvenile was being tried as a juvenile or an adult.
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 Racial Stereotype Scale. The racial stereotype scale is adapted from Hurwitz and Peffley 
(1997). Participants rated perceptions of “most Black people” and “most White people” utilizing 
a 7-point semantic differential scale. The five semantic differential pairings are lazy (1) vs. 
hardworking (7), prone to violence (1) vs. not prone to violence (7), short tempered (1) vs. even 
tempered (7), prefer to live off welfare (1) vs. prefer to be self-supporting (7), and hostile (1) vs. 
friendly (7). Items were summed to create a single score for White racial perceptions and a single 
score for Black racial perceptions. Total scores ranged from 5 to 35; scores between 5 and 20 
indicate overall negative perceptions towards that group and scores between 20 and 35 indicate 
overall positive perceptions towards that group.  
2.3 Procedure 
Participants were recruited through MTurk and then completed the survey online via 
Qualtrics.  For this study, participants were recruited to serve as mock jurors in a criminal court 
case. After giving informed consent, participants were randomly assigned to one of eight 
vignette conditions. The vignettes utilized a 2 (race: Black/White) x 2 (defendant age: 16 years 
old/18 years old) x 2 (crime: second degree burglary/third degree arson) between-subjects 
factorial design. After reading the case and jury instructions, participants completed all case 
judgements. First, participants rendered a verdict (guilty or not guilty) and rated their confidence 
in their decision by completing the verdict questionnaire. Participants then completed the post-
verdict questionnaire. Next, participants completed the defendant-similarity scale and filled out 
the manipulation check and demographic questionnaire. Lastly, participants completed the 
pretrial juror attitude questionnaire and the racial stereotypes scale. Following completion of 
the racial stereotypes scale, participants were debriefed (see Appendix B for debrief). 
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Participants who did not successfully complete the survey (i.e., discontinued the survey by 
closing it before they reached the end or failed to correctly answer manipulation check questions) 
were not eligible to receive compensation and were excluded from analyses.  
2.4 Method of Analysis 
 
A series of chi-square tests of independence were used to explore whether defendant race, 
age, and crime type were related to juror verdict. Loglinear analysis and factorial three-way 
ANOVA were utilized to explore whether verdict outcome or sentencing recommendations were 
significantly related to defendant race, age, crime type and the interaction between defendant 
race, age and crime type. Logistic regression was utilized to examine the additional role of 
participant race on verdict outcome.  Alpha was set to .05 for all analyses and power was set to 
.80. Power analysis conducted for the factorial ANOVA utilizing G * Power 3 (Faul et al., 2007) 
indicated that a minimum of 787 participants was needed in order to detect a small effect (f =.1). 
Crime stereotypicality was the interaction between defendant race and crime type. Conditions in 
which a Black defendant was paired with burglary or a White defendant was paired with arson 
were considered a match or crime stereotype. Conditions in which a Black defendant was paired 
with arson or a White defendant was paired with burglary were considered a non-match or non-
crime stereotype.  
Exploratory analyses were conducted to further examine the relationship between 
defendant and participant race and how it impacts participant verdict decision making. Scores 
from the Racial Stereotype Scale were analyzed, as previous research shows that stereotypes can 
impact perceptions and subsequent treatment of individuals depending on their race (Hurwitz & 
Peffley, 1997). Black and White participant racial stereotype scale scores were analyzed 
separately when examining the association among scores, defendant race, verdict, and sentencing
JUVENILES TRIED AS ADULTS  15 
 recommendation. Logistic regression was utilized to examine the impact of these scores on 
verdict, and liner regression was utilized to examine the impact of these scores on sentencing 
recommendation. Although similarity scale scores were collected, they were not analyzed for the 
current study, as they fell beyond the scope of the project.  
CHAPTER 3: RESULTS 
3.1Preliminary Analyses  
 There were no significant differences between photo shown and participant response for 
each race condition. A chi-square test of independence revealed no significant relationship 
between Black defendant photo shown (BM-201, B-249) and verdict, χ2 (1, N = 528) = .377, p = 
.539, ϕ = -.027. Similarly, there was no significant relationship between White defendant photo 
shown (WM-200, WM-209) and verdict, χ2 (1, N = 483) = .651, p = .420, ϕ = .037. Among 
participants who found the defendant guilty, there was no significant difference in recommended 
sentencing for those exposed to Black defendant photo BM-201 (M = 4.98, SD = 4.29) and those 
exposed to Black defendant photo BM-249 (M = 4.22, SD = 3.63), t (161) = 1.22, p = .286, d = 
.19, 95% CI of d [-.12, .50]. Similarly, those exposed to White defendant photo WM-200 (M = 
3.93, SD = 3.89) did not differ significantly in recommended sentencing compared with those 
exposed to White defendant photo WM-209 (M = 4.85, SD = 4.10), t (179) = -1.53, p = .481, d = 
-.23, 95% CI of d [-.53, .06]. See Table 2 for descriptive statistics of verdict and sentencing 
recommendation by condition.  
 Preliminary analyses, first, assessed three assumptions of loglinear analysis in relation to 
the dataset. All cells of the data have expected counts greater than five, no outliers, and 
approximately normally distributed residuals for the chosen model. Preliminary analyses also 
assessed the three assumptions of three-way ANOVA.  There were several outliers, assessed by 
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inspection of boxplots. Outliers were established as being neither the result of data entry error 
nor measurement error. All outliers fell between 1 and 15, which was the range presented to 
participants when deciding recommended sentencing for the defendant presented to them. Due to 
this, outliers were included in the primary analyses. Additionally, assumption of normality was 
violated, although this does not bias results but reduces efficiency. The assumption for 
homogeneity was violated, as assessed by Levene’s test for equality of variances; p = .031 for the 
model of race, age, crime type, and sentence recommendation.  
A robust analysis was run assessing defendant race, defendant age, crime type and 
sentence recommendation. Sentence recommendation was statistically significantly different for 
crime type, Brown-Forsythe F(1, 286.57) = 5.13, p = .024, but not statistically significantly 
different for defendant race, Brown-Forsythe F(1, 334.75) .250, p = .617 or defendant age, 
Brown-Forsythe F(1, 298.48) = 1.39,  p = .240. Despite homogeneity of variance and robust 
analysis being violated, due to sample sizes of each condition being approximately equal these 
violations have minimal implications for primary data analysis.    
3.2 Defendant Race, Age, Crime Type and Verdict  
 A loglinear analysis was performed to determine associations between defendant race, 
defendant age, crime type and verdict. The likelihood ratio of this model was ,  χ2(7) = 12.66, p = 
.081.   The final model was nonsignificant, although there was a significant three-way interaction 
between defendant race, crime type and verdict, χ2(1) = 5.43, p = .020.  See Table 3 for partial 
associations and Table 4 for parameter estimates. To further explore this association, a follow up 
chi-square test on verdict and crime type was performed separately for Black and White 
defendants. 
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 For Black defendants, there was no significant association between crime type and 
verdict,  χ2(1) = .233, p = .630. The number of guilty verdicts rendered did not significantly 
differ for a Black defendant charged with burglary (50.3%) compared to a Black defendant 
charged with arson (49.7%). There was a significant association, however, between crime type 
and verdict for White defendants, , χ2(1) = 14.05, p < .001. The number of guilty verdicts 
rendered for a White defendant was greater when the defendant was charged with arson (63.7%) 
then when the defendant was charged with burglary (36.3%) .  
3.3 Defendant Race, Age, Crime Type and Sentence Recommendation  
 A three-way ANOVA revealed no significant main effect of race, F(1,332) = .036, p = 
.849, η2 < .001, 95% CI of η2 [< .001, .005], or age, F(1,332) = .289, p = .591, η2 = .001, 95% CI 
of η2 [< .001, .014], on sentence recommendations. However, there was a significant main effect 
of crime, F(1,332) = 5.56, p = .019, η2 = .017, 95% CI of η2 [< .001, .046], on sentence 
recommendation. Participants exposed to a defendant charged with burglary (M = 5.06, SD = 
4.28), recommended harsher sentencing compared to those exposed to a defendant charged with 
arson (M = 4.05, SD = 3.71).  
Additionally, analysis revealed no significant two-way interaction between defendant 
race and defendant age, F(1,332) = .939, p = .333, η2 = .003, 95% CI of η2 [< .001, .020],  
defendant age and crime type, F(1,332) = 2.81, p = .095, η2 = .008, 95% CI of η2 [< .001, .032],   
or defendant race and crime type, F(1,332) = .035, p = .852, , η2 < .001 [< .001, .005], on 
sentence recommendation. Furthermore, there was no significant three-way interaction among 
defendant race, defendant age, and crime type, F(1,332) = .765, p = .382, η2 = .002, 95% CI of η2 
[< .001, .019], on sentence recommendation. There were no significant differences in 
recommended sentencing for those exposed to a Black juvenile defendant charged with burglary, 
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Black adult defendant charged with burglary, White juvenile defendant charged with burglary, 
White adult defendant charged with burglary, Black juvenile defendant charged with arson, 
Black adult defendant charged with arson, White juvenile defendant charged with arson, and 
White adult defendant charged with arson. 
3.4 Role of Participant Race in addition to Defendant Race, Age, Crime Type on Verdict 
Logistic regression analysis revealed a significant association among defendant race, 
defendant age, crime type, crime stereotypicality, and participant race and verdict, χ2 (4, N = 824) 
= 23.87, p < .001. Defendant race, age, crime type, and participant race explained between 2.9% 
(Cox & Snell R2) to 4.0% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variability in verdict. Two out of four predictor 
variables were statistically significant: participant race and crime type (see Table 5).  Defendants 
charged with burglary were 49.7% more likely to be found not guilty than defendants charged 
with arson. African American/Black participants were 51.9% more likely to find the defendant 
guilty than European American/White participants.  
3.5 Exploratory Analyses   
Racial Stereotypes Scores and Trial Outcomes for Black Participants Judging a Black 
Defendant  
 Logistic regression analysis revealed no significant association between racial stereotypes 
scores and verdict for Black participants judging a Black defendant, χ2(2, N = 44) = 2.49, p = 
.295 (see Table 6). Racial stereotypes scores for Black participants judging a Black defendant
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 explained between 5.4% (Cox & Snell R2) to 7.3% (Nagelkerke R2) of the variability in verdict. 
Additionally, linear regression analysis revealed no significant linear relationship between racial 
bias scores and recommended sentencing of Black participants exposed to a Black defendant, 
F(2,14) = 2.78, p = .096, R2 = .28. 
Racial Stereotypes Scores and Trial Outcomes for White Participants Judging a Black 
Defendant  
Logistic regression analysis revealed no significant association between racial stereotypes 
scores and verdict for White participants judging a Black defendant, χ2 (2, N = 365) = 5.28, p = 
.071 (see Table 6). Racial stereotypes scores explained between 1.4% (Cox & Snell R2) to 2.1% 
(Nagelkerke R2) of the variability in verdict.  
Linear regression analysis revealed a significant linear relationship between racial 
stereotypes scores and recommended sentencing of White participants judging a Black 
defendant, F(2,101) = 7.29, p = .001, R2 = .13. Racial stereotypes scores accounted for 13% of 
the variation in sentencing recommendations. Black racial stereotypes scores significantly 
predicted sentencing recommendations (p = .017); White racial stereotypes scores did not 
significantly predict sentencing recommendations (p = .279).  Predicted sentencing 
recommendation by White participants judging a Black defendant = -2.136 + .152(Black racial 
stereotypes score) + .140(White racial stereotypes score). Predictions were made to determine 
sentence recommendation for White participants who had a White racial stereotypes total score 
of 20 (neutral perception) and a Black racial stereotypes total score of 5 (very negative 
perception towards Black people), 20 (neutral perception) and 35 (very positive perception 
towards Black people). For a Black racial bias score of 5, a recommended sentence of 1.42 years 
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was predicted.  For a Black racial bias score of 20, a recommended sentence of 3.70 years was 
predicted. For a score of 35, a recommended sentence of 5.98 years was predicted.  
Racial Stereotypes Scores and Trial Outcomes for Black Participants Judging White 
Defendant  
 Logistic regression analysis revealed no significant association between racial stereotypes 
scores and verdict for Black participants judging White defendants, χ2 (2, N = 46) = 1.62, p = 
.444 (see Table 6). Racial stereotypes scores explained between 3.5% (Cox & Snell R2) to 4.7% 
(Nagelkerke R2) of the variability in verdict. Linear regression analysis revealed no significant 
linear relationship between racial stereotypes scores and recommended sentencing of Black 
participants exposed to a White defendant, F (2,24) = 2.87, p = .078, R2 = .19. 
Racial Stereotypes Scores and Trial Outcomes for White Participants Judging White 
Defendant  
Logistic regression analysis revealed no significant association between racial stereotypes 
scores and verdict for White participants judging Black defendants, χ2 (2, N = 322) = 1.73, p = 
.421 (see Table 6).  Racial stereotype scores explained between .5% (Cox & Snell R2) to .7% 
(Nagelkerke R2) of the variability in verdict. Linear regression analysis revealed no significant 
linear relationship between racial stereotypes scores and recommended sentencing of White 
participants exposed to a White defendant, F (2,103) = 2.63, p =.077, R2 = .05. 
CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 
4.1 Review of Findings  
Defendant Race
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 The finding that participants rendered more guilty verdicts when exposed to a White 
defendant rather than a Black defendant contradicted our hypothesis, as well as past research that 
has shown that Black defendants are viewed and treated more harshly than White defendants 
with similar characteristics (Bridges & Steen, 1998; Rattan et al., 2011). Our findings may be in 
part due to social desirability effects and the tendency for individuals to present themselves in a 
more favorable light rather than giving more accurate and truthful answers (Wasylkiw, 2007).  
Participants may have realized that we were examining the impact of defendant race when 
instructed to read the case vignette accompanied only by a photo of the defendant and no other 
contextual information about other actors in the case (e.g., witness, police officers). Due to this, 
they may have tried to appear less biased in their responses.  If the methodological design of the 
study was set up to be more similar to a real trial, we may have been more likely to observe 
results that mirror the real word and show disparity in perception and treatment of Black 
defendants within the criminal justice system. 
Defendant Age 
Findings of the current study contradicted our expectations and past research that has 
often shown juveniles tried as adults as being perceived and treated more harshly compared to 
adult defendants with similar characteristics (Levine et al., 2001) and who have committed 
similar crimes (Kurlychek & Johnson, 2004; Kurlychek & Johnson, 2010). In the current study, 
juvenile defendants were acquitted  of the crime with which they were charged at a higher 
proportion then the adult defendants. It is possible that crimes such as burglary and arson were 
not perceived as being severe, despite by law being classified as felonies. Because of this, the 
notion of the juvenile defendant being a “super predator” as revealed in past research (i.e., Gluck 
1997; Haegerich 2002) may not have been triggered by the case vignettes used. Furthermore, in 
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the instances in which the defendant was found guilty, their age did not impact sentencing 
recommendation directly nor did it interact with their race and impact juror judgement. Although 
some research has revealed Black juvenile offenders as being more likely to receive harsher 
sentencing compared to White juvenile offenders (Bridges & Steen, 1998; Rattan et al., 2011), 
the current study supports previous findings that age may not necessarily impact participants 
biases (Walker & Woody, 2011).  
Crime Type  
In accordance with past research, we found that crime type influenced juror verdict and 
recommended sentencing. Mock jurors tend to view certain crimes more punitively than others 
(Walker & Walker, 2011). The findings of the current study suggest that although two crimes 
may be at the same level legally and hold a similar standard for punishment, mock jurors do not 
necessarily view the crimes the same when interpreting evidence, rendering verdict, and 
recommending sentencing. Walker and Woody (2011) found that crime outcome did not impact 
juror decisions of juveniles tried as adults, but rather the type of crime impacted the likelihood 
that the defendant was found guilty. Although both crime scenarios in the current study included 
matching descriptions of evidence and similar outcomes, it appears that participants interpreted 
the information presented alongside the defendant charged with arson differently than the 
information presented alongside the defendant charged with burglary. Participants were more 
likely to acquit defendants charged with burglary. When defendants were found guilty, 
participants recommended harsher sentencing than for defendants charged with arson. This 
finding suggests that even though burglary and arson are both classified as property crimes, 
burglary may be perceived as more severe than arson by jurors.  
Crime Stereotype
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 In the current study, those charged with a crime congruent to a racial stereotype (i.e., 
White defendant charged with arson) were found guilty at a higher rate than those charged with a 
crime non-congruent to a racial stereotype. This finding supports the notion that certain crimes 
are associated with certain groups of people (Jones & Kaplan, 2003; Skorinko & Spellman, 
2013) and defendants are perceived and treated most harshly when the crime committed aligns 
with existing stereotypes (Mazella & Feingold, 1994). It is important to note, that a significant 
association between race, crime type and verdict was only found for White defendants. White 
defendants were more likely to be found guilty when charged with arson than burglary.  
Although there was no significant difference between crime type and verdict for a Black 
defendant, the same pattern was observed. More guilty verdicts were rendered for a Black 
defendant charged with burglary than arson.  
Although race, crime type, and the interaction between the two were associated with 
verdict, there was no apparent relationship found between race, crime type and recommended 
sentencing.  This may be, in part, due to the complex relationship between race and perceptions 
of crime. Skorinko and Spellman (2013) also found that the impact of crime stereotypicality on 
recommended sentencing varied based on characteristics of the crime (e.g., violent or 
nonviolent). For example, youth of color tend to receive harsher sentencing for violent sex and 
drug offenses (Skorinko & Spellman, 2013). Furthermore, although some research has revealed 
an interaction between race and crime type (Jones & Kaplan, 2003; Mazzella & Feingold, 1994; 
Skorinko & Spellman, 2013) other research has found small, yet significant, effects of race on 
juror decision making (Mitchell et al., 2005).  
Participant Race
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 Past research has acknowledged a moderating effect that juror race may have on 
perceptions of the defendant and subsequent verdict (Hunt, 2017). In the current study, Black 
participants were more likely to find the defendant guilty than White/European American 
participants. This finding contradicts past research that has shown that Black jurors are more 
lenient in their decision making, especially when judging Black defendants (Sommers & 
Ellsworth, 2000).  Furthermore, the current study also contradicts past research that has shown 
that White jurors tend to demonstrate bias and judge Black defendants more harshly (Sommers & 
Ellsworth, 2000). The current study revealed that juror race can interact with defendant race and 
other characteristics in an interesting and complex way. It is possible that although juror race 
may impact how a juror perceives and judges a defendant, Black and White individuals are 
influenced differently by their race and are motivated to act in different ways (Sommers, 2007). 
A White juror may be more likely to acquit due to not wanting to be perceived as prejudiced, 
particularly in a hypothetical vignette with no real-world consequences (Sommers & Ellsworth, 
2001) whereas a Black juror may be more likely to carefully consider the evidence and convict in 
order to go against institutional bias present within the system (Sommers & Ellsworth, 2003).   
Racial Stereotypes Scores  
Past research has shown that Black offenders are often perceived more negatively than White 
offenders with similar characteristics (Bridges & Steen, 1998; Rattan et al., 2012). These types of 
negative perceptions can subsequently impact the treatment of minority offenders within the 
criminal justice system. In accordance with past research, the current study revealed that racial 
stereotypes scores influenced participant decision making. Contrary to Mitchell et al., (2005) 
who found that racial bias was more evident among Black participants than White participants, 
we found that only White participants judging a Black defendant were influenced by their biases
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 when making a legal decision. Although racial stereotypes score did not influence verdict, we 
found that it influenced sentencing recommendation despite including juror instructions prior to 
participants rendering a verdict and recommending sentencing. This finding contradicts past 
research showing that the presence of juror instructions mediates race effects (Mitchell et al., 
2005). When recommending sentencing, racial stereotypes scores appeared to have an 
unexpected effect. Contradictory to past research, those with a negative perception of 
Blackpeople recommended a shorter sentence for a Black defendant compared to those with a 
positive perception of Black people. Similar to our other findings, a possible explanation for 
these results could be social desirability effects (Wasylkiw, 2007) and the tendency for White 
participants to go to certain lengths to appear not prejudiced towards Black people (Gordon, 
1993).  
4.2 Limitations and Future Directions 
 One of the primary limitations of the study was the extent to which participants failed 
manipulation check questions. More than a third of the initial sample was excluded from data 
analyses due to failing manipulation check questions. In order to reduce the likelihood of 
participants failing manipulation check questions in future studies, defendant characteristics 
should be more noticeable—but not so overtly apparent as to evoke participant desire to appear 
less prejudiced and biased in their judgments (Sommers & Ellsworth, 2001). This could be done 
by having a videotaped trial instead of just utilizing a photo paired with a case vignette and juror 
instructions. Furthermore, the utilization of group deliberation and decision making rather than 
individual deliberation may yield more meaningful results as real trials rely on a full jury’s 
decision rather than just the opinion of a single juror.   
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 Another limitation of the study is the means by which we recruited participants. MTurk is 
a web platform that has become very popular for recruiting participants for social science 
experiments. In recent years, however, it has begun to face scrutiny regarding the generalizability 
and validity of research conducted via the platform (Chmielewski & Kucker, 2020; Peer et al., 
2017). There are various methodological challenges that come with recruiting through MTurk. 
First and foremost, the existence of discussion boards that MTurk workers regularly utilize to 
discuss MTurk tasks and surveys may eliminate true responses in replacement of responses they 
know can grant them compensation. Furthermore, the lack of experimental control can lead 
participants to pay less attention to the tasks at hand, leading to meaningless results (Chandler et 
al., 2014). To better control the environment, future studies should test participants in person. If 
in-person testing is not feasible, alternatives to MTurk may offer a more naïve and more diverse 
population of participants allowing researchers the ability to have higher quality data (Peer et al., 
2017).  
 Despite limitations, the findings of this research address gaps in the current literature and 
provide further insight into juror decision making regarding juveniles tried as adults and 
extralegal factors that may impact perceptions and treatment of those who come into contact with 
the criminal justice system. Future research should continue to explore how defendant and crime 
characteristics influence perceptions of the defendant and ultimate judgment.  
4.3 Implications 
 This research suggests that extralegal factors continue to skew juror judgment in the court 
system. Mock jurors in the current study were influenced by factors such as crime 
stereotypicality and considered racial biases when rendering verdict and recommending 
sentencing. Findings from this study support the presence of complex interactions among 
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defendant and participant characteristics in relation to legal decision making. As juveniles 
continue to be transferred to be tried in adult venues, it is important to continue to consider what 
characteristics may uniquely impact juror perceptions and treatment of these youth compared to 
other defendants tried within the same court system. One potential remedy that could be put into 
place to combat biases present within a juror pool could be the addition of an expert witness that 
could inform juror members of racial biases, stereotypes, and the differential mental capacities of 
adolescent defendants. Further examination of legal and juror decision making is needed to 
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Table 1 
 
Note. Taken from “The Chicago Face Database: A Free Stimulus Set of Faces and Norming 
Data” (Ma, Correll, & Wittenbrink, 2015).
Chicago Face Database Subjective Photograph Ratings for Defendant Photos Chosen 
 
 Black Defendant  White Defendant  
 (BM-201) (BM-249)  (WM-200) (WM-209)  













Anger 2.38 2.00  2.08 1.57 
 
 
Trustworthy 3.46 4.50  3.65 3.54 
 
 
Disgusted 1.77 1.85  1.85 1.82 
 
 
Attractiveness 3.19 4.55  3.26 3.54 
 
 
Afraid 1.46 2.18  2.11 2.22 
 
 
Sad 2.72 2.14  3.19 2.27 
 
 
Surprise 1.26 2.22  1.80 1.89 
 
 















Descriptive Statistics  
 
 N % 
Guilty Verdict 340 33.60 
Condition by Guilty Verdict N % 
Black Juvenile Burglary 29 8.53 
Black Juvenile Arson 26 7.65 
Black Adult Burglary 52 15.29 
Black Adult Arson 54 15.88 
White Juvenile Burglary  26 7.65 
White Juvenile Arson 57 16.76 
White Adult Burglary  39 11.47 
White Adult Arson 57 16.76 
Condition by Sentence Recommendation (in years) M SD 
Black Juvenile Burglary  5.48 4.24 
Black Juvenile Arson 3.96 4.03 
Black Adult Burglary 4.92 4.29 
Black Adult Arson 4.13 3.46 
White Juvenile Burglary 5.26 4.45 
White Juvenile Arson 3.12 3.21 
White Adult Burglary  4.79 4.32 
White Adult Arson 4.96 4.11 











Partial Associations for Defendant Race, Defendant Age, Crime Type and Verdict 
 
Effect Partial Association χ2 (df = 1) p 
        













Defendant Race and Verdict 4.819 .028* 
        
Defendant Age and Verdict 
 
3.890 .049* 
Crime Type and Verdict  9.495    .002** 








Parameter Estimates: Defendant Race, Defendant Age, Crime Type and Verdict 
 
Parameter Estimate z p 
        
Defendant Race, Defendant Age, 
Crime Type and Verdict 
 
.045 1.317 .188 
Defendant Race, Defendant Age, 
and Verdict  
 
-.040 -1.154 .249 
Defendant Race, Crime Type and 
Verdict  
 
.085 2.455 .014* 
Defendant Age, Crime Type and 
Verdict  
.007 .206 .837 
        
Defendant Race and Verdict  
 
-.073 -2.115 .034* 
Defendant Age and Verdict  
 
-.071 -2.059 .039* 
Crime Type and Verdict 
  
-.098 -2.847 .004* 
Verdict  
 
-.357 -10.375 < .001** 
Defendant Race 
 
  .018 .531 .595 
Defendant Age 
 
  -.141 -4.098 < .001** 
Crime Type     -.037 -1.073 .283 





Note: * denotes significance at the p < 0.05 level; ** denotes significance at the p < 0.01 level 
Table 5 
 
Addition of Participant Race: Differences in Verdict by Variable 
 
Model b SEb Wald df p OR 95% CI OR 
        
Participant Race, Defendant Race, Age, Crime Type, and Verdict  
 
White vs. Black Defendant  .271 .151 3.20 1 .073 1.31 [.975, 1.76] 
 
Adult vs. Juvenile 
Defendant 
 
.233 .153 2.32 1 .127 1.26 [.936, 1.70] 
 
Arson vs. Burglary .403 .152 7.00 1 .008** 1.49 [1.11, 2.02] 
        
White vs. Black Participant -.733 .222 10.85 1 .001** .481 [.311, .743] 
 





Relationship Between Bias Scores and Verdict 
 
Model b SEb Wald df p OR 95% CI OR 
 
Racial Bias Scores and Verdict for Black Participants Judging Black Defendant  
 
White Racial Bias Scores .007 .069 .011 1 .918 1.01 [.88, 1.15] 
        
Black Racial Bias Scores -.110 .084 1.70 1 .192 .896 [.76, 1.06] 
 
Racial Bias Scores and Verdict for White Participants Judging Black Defendant  
 
White Racial Bias Scores  -.056 .026 4.62 1 .032 .945 [.90, .995] 
 
Black Racial Bias Scores .027 .020 1.87 1 .171 1.03 [.988, 1.07] 
        
Racial Bias Scores and Verdict for Black Participants Judging White Defendant  
 
White Racial Bias Scores  -.073 .075 .950 1 .330 .929 [.80, 1.08] 
 
Black Racial Bias Scores -.012 .078 .026 1 .873 .988 [.85, 1.15] 
 
Racial Bias Scores and Verdict for White Participants Judging White Defendant  
White Racial Bias Scores  -.011 .026 .174 1 .677 .989 [.94, 1.04] 
Black Racial Bias Scores  .027 .021 1.73 1 .187 1.03   [.99, 1.07] 
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Appendix A: Vignette  
 















[For participants who see the 16-year-old condition: Within this state’s law, the individual 
could be tried as a juvenile or an adult for this offense.] 
 
DANIEL WILLIAMS is being tried [as an adult] for SECOND DEGREE BURGLARY 
[THIRD DEGREE ARSON]. Imagine you are a juror on this case. Please read over the case 
summary and juror instructions.  
 
CASE SUMMARY [for second degree burglary condition] 
 
On the night of October 12, 2017 at 10:34 PM police dispatch received a call from Jennifer 
Taylor, who reported that she saw a man run out from the house of her neighbor, Rebecca 
Mitchell. Ms. Taylor knew Ms. Mitchell was out of town because her car had not been in her 
driveway for several days. Officer Collins arrived at the scene at 10:43 PM and took a report 
from Ms. Taylor, who said she only saw him briefly. Ms. Taylor described the individual as 
a young Black [White] male, medium build, around 5’9”, wearing dark colored clothes. 
 
Police officers canvassed the area. During their search, the police identified and detained Daniel 
Williams, 16 [18], who matched the descriptions provided, four blocks away from the scene of 
the crime. On his person was a pocket knife and $175. When an officer asked why Daniel was 
out walking around the neighborhood alone this late at night, he said he did not live too far 
from the area and "just needed to take a breather and clear his head." Officers brought Mr. 
Williams back to the scene of the crime at 11:54 PM, where Jennifer Taylor identified him as 
the man she saw running away from Ms. Mitchell’s house. 
 
Ms. Mitchell returned home on October 14, 2017 and reported that $400 and a silver necklace 
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investigation, the silver necklace was found on the ground a few feet from Ms. Mitchell’s house, 
but the money was not recovered. 
 
CASE SUMMARY [for third degree arson condition] 
 
On the night of October 12, 2017 at 10:34 PM police dispatch received a call from Jennifer 
Taylor, who reported that her neighbor’s shed was on fire. Shortly after the blaze had begun, 
she said she saw a man run from the house of her neighbor, Rebecca Mitchell, who Ms. 
Taylor knew was out of town because her car had not been in her driveway for several days. 
Officer Collins arrived at the scene at 10:43 PM and took a report from Ms. Taylor, who said 
she only saw him briefly. Ms. Taylor described the individual as a young Black [White] 
male, medium build, around 5’9”, wearing dark colored clothes. 
 
Police officers canvassed the area. During their search, the police identified and detained Daniel 
Williams, 16 [18], who matched the descriptions provided, four blocks away from the scene of 
the crime. On his person was a pocket knife and a pack of matches. When an officer asked why 
Daniel was out walking around the neighborhood alone this late at night, he said he did not live 
too far from the area and "just needed to take a breather and clear his head." Officers brought 
Mr. Williams back to the scene of the crime at 11:54 PM, where Jennifer Taylor identified him 
as the man she saw running away from Ms. Mitchell’s house. 
 
Ms. Mitchell returned home on October 14, 2017 and reported that there was nothing in the shed 
that could have caught fire on its own. Upon further police investigation, a kerosene can was 





The defendant, Daniel Williams, has been charged with Burglary in the Second degree [Arson in 
the Third degree]. According to the law, the defendant is presumed to be innocent and must be 
found not guilty by the jury if the evidence presented at trial has not proven the defendant guilty 
beyond a reasonable doubt. 
 
A reasonable doubt is an honest doubt of the defendant's guilt for which a reason exists based 
upon the nature and quality of the evidence. Proof of guilt beyond a reasonable doubt is proof 
that leaves you firmly convinced of the defendant's guilt; you have no reasonable doubt 
regarding any element of the crime or of the defendant's identity as the person who committed 
the crime. After carefully evaluating the evidence, you must decide whether or not that 
evidence convinces you beyond a reasonable doubt of the defendant's guilt. 
 
Whatever your verdict may be, it must not rest upon baseless speculations. Nor may it be 
influenced in any way by bias, prejudice, sympathy, or by a desire to bring an end to your 
deliberations or to avoid an unpleasant duty. 
 
PENAL LAW 140.25 (2) [for second degree burglary condition]
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Under our law, a person is guilty of Burglary in the Second Degree when that person knowingly 
enters unlawfully in a building with the intent to commit a crime therein. 
 
In order for you to find the defendant guilty of this crime, all of the evidence in the case must 
prove beyond a reasonable doubt each of the following three elements: 
That on or about October 12, 2017, in the county of Lansdale, the defendant, Daniel Williams,  
unlawfully entered in a building located at 245 Kaplan Drive;  
That the defendant did so knowingly;  
That the defendant did so with the intent to commit a crime inside the building. 
 
If you are not convinced beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant is guilty of a charged 
crime, you must find the defendant not guilty of that crime. 
 
If you are convinced beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant is guilty of a charged crime, 
you must find the defendant guilty of that crime.  
 
 
PENAL LAW 150.10 [for third degree arson condition] 
 
Under our law, a person is guilty of Arson in the Third Degree when that person intentionally 
damages a building by starting a fire. 
 
In order for you to find the defendant guilty of this crime, all of the evidence in the case must 
prove beyond a reasonable doubt both of the following two elements: 
That on or about, October 12, 2017, in the county of Lansdale, the defendant, Daniel Williams, 
damaged a building by starting a fire; 
That the defendant did so intentionally. 
 
If you are not convinced beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant is guilty of a charged 
crime, you must find the defendant not guilty of that crime. 
 
If you are convinced beyond a reasonable doubt that the defendant is guilty of a charged crime, 
you must find the defendant guilty of that crime.  
 
 
Appendix B: Debrief 
 
The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of defendant demographic factors on jurors’ 
decision making. Case summaries were accompanied by photos of the defendant that were varied 
by race: the defendant was pictured as being either Black or White. Defendant age and crime 
also varied, and you saw a vignette with a defendant who was either 16 or 18 and accused of 
committing either arson or burglary. We asked you to rate your perceptions of the defendant, 
likelihood of guilt, and recommended sentencing to assess whether the defendant and crime you 
were exposed to impacted your perceptions of the defendant and subsequent legal decisions.  
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Your participation is greatly appreciated. Any questions or concerns regarding the research may 
be directed to the primary researcher, Denieka Ellis who may be reached at 
Denieka.ellis@jjay.cuny.edu or the faculty advisor, Dr. Emily Haney-Caron, who may be 
reached at ehaney-caron@jjay.cuny.edu. If you have any questions about your rights as a 
research participant or if you would like to talk to someone other than the researchers, you can 
contact CUNY Research Compliance Administrator at 646-664-8918 or HRPP@cuny.edu. 
 
